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APPENDIX A 

Table Al: Responses to Brands on Ballot I 

Table A2: Numbe" of Times Each Brand Was 
Named on Ballot n 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgkOOOO 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR BALLOT I 


October 30, 1975 


Dear Panelist: 

One of our clients is interested in learning what cigarette 
brands you are aware of and how you feel about those brands. 

On the attached ballot most of the major cigarette brands are 
listed. Read the list and' cross out the name of each brand you 
have not heard of. 

For the remaining brands check the one column after each 
brand which best describes how you feel about the brand. 

When you have finished', please return your ballot in the 
enclosed postage paid envelope. 

Thanks for your cooperation. 

Cordially, 

A. F. Cantlle 
Fanel Leader 









;; 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgkOOi 
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The authors describe exploratory surveys conducted on convenience 
samples of marketing classes Ln which students were asked to db'the 
following for a product category: 

1. List the names of all brands that you are aware of. 

r ' • 

2 . (a) List the names of brands that you consider buying. 

(b) What are the reasons for this? ' 

3 . (a) List the names of brands that you do not consider 

buying any time at all. 

(b) What are the reasons for this? 

It was decided that a study of this nature on cigarette brands might be 
informative and'that it might also compliment the perceptual mapping 
study. The study was initiated in October 1975, and by the end' of 
November most of the ballots which would be received had been ,: 
received. 

. » 

The figure in Appendix C shows the authors' model of a consumer's . "■ 

approach to a product category represented by a number of brands 
and the ways brands can change positions in the model. 
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APPENDIX C 


A conceptualization of consumer behavior and product performance (t' > t) 



Narayana, Chem L. and Markin, Rom J., "Consumer Behavior and Product 
Performance: An Alternative Conceptualization," Journal of Marketing, 

Vol. 39 (October 1975), p. 2. 
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Table 3: CORRELATION BETWEEN MARKET SHARE 
AND NUMBER OF MENTIONS FOR FREE¬ 
STANDING BRANDS WITHIN A SEGMENT 


Segment .. i 

Correlation 

80-85 mra Non-Menthol Filters 

.915 

80-85 mm Menthol Filters 

.943 

70 and 85 mm' Non-Filters 

.784 

Low Delivery Non-Menthol 

.750 


The outstanding feature of the responses to' Ballot H Is 
the number of times free-standing brands were mentioned' 
compared to their corresponding extensions. For example, 
in the 100 mm non-menthol 1 segment Benson & Hedges was 
mentioned 53 times while the brands immediately above and 
below Benson Si Hedges in sales, Winston and Marlboro, were ' 
mentioned eight and eleven times, respectively. Benson & 
Hedges Menthol had 19 mentions while Kool and Salem 100’s, 
both with larger sales had' only six mentions each:. In the low 
delivery non-menthol segment Marlboro and Winston had six 
and eight mentions while the brands between those two in sales, 
Carlton and Doral, had 15 and 22 mentions respectively. True 
Menthol had eight mentions while Kool Milds with larger sales 
had only three mentions. 

One last interesting feature of the responses to Ballot n was the 
number of mentions received by 120 mm brands. For example, 
Max and Long Johns whose sales were not even measured by 
Maxwell each had more mentions than any low delivery menthol 
brand, more mentions than' any 100 mm menthol brand except 
Benson Si Hedges and more mentions than any lQQmm non- 
menthol extension. 

Combining the results of Ballot I and II it is noteworthy that 
panelists reacted much more favorably to low delivery exten¬ 
sions than to free-standing low delivery brands in terms of 
whether or not they would consider buying them, but when they 
think of brands they are much more likely to think of the free- 
handing brands. 


Source: https://www.industrydocurnents.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgk0000 
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If my own brand were not available... 

1. ! would definitely consider buying this brand. 

1! 

2. I would definitely not consider buying this brand'. 

3.1 would not know enough about this brand to 
consider buying it. 


Notice that the question differs from the question in the survey 
described in the Introduction. Presumably most of the cigarette 
purchases of smokers are habitual purchases of a single brand, 
and the smoker seldom actually considers which brand to buy. 
For that reason panelists were put into the position 1 of having 
to make a choice by introducing the question with "If my own 
brand were not available..." 

In an effort to keep the requirements to a minimum, panelists 
were not asked to give Justifications for their choices. This 
was also done to prevent panelists from checking the third 
category to avoid giving the written response which the first 
two categories would have required. Of course, this simpli¬ 
fication also reduced the amount of information' panelists could 
give. However, if brands of spec.ol interest seemed to be 
inexplicably out of line in any category, additional testing could 
be done to determine the reasons that panelists would or would 
not consider buying a brand. 

Ballots I and n and the instructions for each axe shown in 
Appendix B. 




Panels 

For each kind of ballot a panel of 200 smokers was drawn from 
the POL National Roster. Smokers were chosen at random'from 
the roster (and discarded if they were non-filter smokers)'until 
two samples of 200 panelists each had' been' chosen. 

The panels should have been as representative of the general 
population of filter smokers as is the POL roster. 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgkOOOO 
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Table 2: NUMBER OF BRANDS MENTIONED 


Number of Brands 
Mentioned 


Number of Panelists 
Mentioning that Number 


* Used an extra page. 


Obviously, twenty blanks was not an adequate number for many 
panelists. The median number of brands mentioned was sixteen 
and if the ballot had been long enough 1 for everyone the average 
number of brands mentioned would probably have been slightly 
greater than sixteen. 

looking at Table A2 tt Is apparent that in those segments where 
most of the brands mentioned were free-standing, ther^ is a 
high correlation between the number of mentions for a free¬ 
standing brand and its sales. Table 3 shows what the corre¬ 
lations are lor several segments. 



Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgkOOOO 
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RESULTS OF THE STUDY 


There were 107 responses to Ballot I and 98 responses to Ballot FT for 
a combined response rate of 51%. The response rate for Ballot B, on 
which panelists had to write the names of brands, was not significantly 
different from the response rate for Ballot I. 

The two types of ballots gave different types of information. Ballot 1 II 
gave a good Indication of how well panelists could recall brands. How¬ 
ever, since recall of brands generally followed sales (or advertising) 
there were many brands of interest for which there were too few 
responses to give useful results or panelists' opinions of the brands. 
For Ballot I the percentage of panelists claiming to have heard of a 
brand was high (over 50%) for all brands listed so that Ballot I gave 
a good indication of panelists’ opinions of brands. 

Table in Appendix A shows a tabulation of the results of Ballot I. 
From the last column in Table A1 it is apparent that the distribution 
of smokers among brands was somewhat irregular. Benson & Hedges 
and Newport smokers were over represented, for example. To over¬ 
come this bias, to some extent, the responses for a brand do not 
include responses of smokers of the brand. Table A2 shows a tabu¬ 
lation of the number of times each brand was mentioned and of the 
number of smokers of each brand. Again, the number of mentions 
for a brand does not include smokers of that brand. The breakdown 
of responses on Ballot n into "would consider buying," "would not' 
consider buying," and "wouldn't know enough" is not shown for 
Ballot n. In most cases there were toofew responses to be useful, 
and where there were an adequate number of responses for a brand, 
the breakdown of responses into categories was very similar to 
Ballot I. 


Demographics of Panels 


There were too few responses to either ballot to show’ 
any impressive deviations of the distribution of smokers 
among brands from that in the total smoking population. 
Of course, there were too few non-filter smokers on 
both ballots. On Ballot n there were too few 80-85 mm 
menthol smokers. For Ballot I there were obviously too 
many Benson & Hedges and Newport smokers and 1 for 
Ballot II there were too few Kool and Salem 35 mm 
smokers. 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgkOOOO 
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Table 1 below shows the sex and age of respondents to both 
ballots compared to .the general smoking population. 

!i ■ *' 

Table 1: SEX ANT) AGE OF RESPONDENTS 

I! 

\- 

t • 

| Ballot I Ballot n All'Smokers 

\ -- 

1 * • , 

% Male Smokers 51 46 54 

Average Age ! 34.4 34.5 37 


B. Ballot I Results 

In Table A1 the brands are arranged by segments and in order 
of 1975 sales within each segment . Within each segment except 
the low delivery segment there is a reasonably regular pattern 
to the responses: as sales decrease... 

1. The number of panelists who said they would consider 
buying the brand decreases 

2. The number of panelists who said they would not 
consider buying the brand increases 

3. The number of panelists who said they would not know 
enough about the brand to consider buying it increases 

4. The number of panelists who said they never heard of 
the brand increases. 

These patterns seem to be affected very little by whether or not 
a brand is an extension or by how old the brandi is. 

The patterns do not hold up in the low delivery segment. For 
brands in the low delivery segment panelists were much more 
likely to say they would consider buying an extension (Marlboro, 
Winston, and Kool), than a free-standing brand' and much more' 
likely to say they would not consider buying a free-standing 
brand than an extension* The number of people who said they 
wouldn't know enough about a brand io consider buying it was 
about equal for all low delivery brands except Kool. Kool was ; . 
the only menthol low delivery brand which probably accounts 
for the small number of panelists who said! they wouldn't know 
enough about it to consider buying it. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR BALLOT R 


October 30, 1975 



Dear Panelist: 

One of our clients is interested in learning what cigarette brands 
you are aware of and how you feel about those brands. 

On the attached page under the heading "Brand Names" please 
write the names of as many cigarette brands as you can think of 
without referring to other sources. If you know of several versions 
of a brand such as menthol and non-menthol or filter and non-filter, 
use a separate line for each version. Don't hesitate to list a brand 
because you aren't sure of the exact name or spelling. 

After you have listed as many brands as you can, check the one 
column after each brand which best describes how you feel about 

the brand. 

When you have finished, please return your ballot in'the enclosed 
postage paid envelope. 

Thanks for your cooperation. 

Cordially, 

A. F. Canttle 
Panel Leader 




Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgkOOOO 
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DETAILS OF THE STUDY ./ V 

In 1 the surveys described in the article in the Journal of Marketing the 
subjects, as students, were required to respond in whatever detail 
was requested. Since the subjects in this study would be responding 
without even the usual 1 incentive of a test product, the ballots were 
designed to require much less than making three lists of brands and 
on two of the liots giving reasons for considering or not considering 
the purchase of each brand. 

While a sample of subjects totally representative of the general smoking 
population would have been desirable, the lack of an Incentive for 
responding required that seldom used panelists - namely non-filter 
smokers - bo excluded. 


A. Ballots 


Lacking confidence that panelists would have the patience 
to list all of the brands they could think of and to categorize 
them, two types of ballots were prepared 1 . On one ballot 
brand names were given and on the other ballot brand names 
were not given. 


On Ballot I 42 brands and versions of brands were listed. 
Those versions of brands specifically named represented 
90% of market sales, the brand names listed represented 
97% of market sales, and the only major brand name not 
appearing on the ballot was Lucky Strike. Panelists were 
Instructed to cross out the brands they had not heard of 
and to check one of three responses foi the remaining 
. brands. 

-On Ballot II 20 blank spaces were given and panelists were 
instructed to write the names of as many brands as they 
could think of. Panelists were also told 1 that if they knew 
Of several Versions of a brand they should list each version 
- In a separate space and they were told'not ta be concerned 1 
about their spelling of brr ;d names. As on Ballot I, the 
panelists were to check one of three responses for each 
brand'listed. 

For each brand not crossed out on Ballot I or for each' brand 
listed 1 on Ballot ED panelists wer / asked to check one of the 
following responses: 


•Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgkOOOO 
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If my own brand wore r.otiv liable 
(check one) 

j | !' would r.ct Vjvvw: 

dLmtely. I would definitely enough about this 
buying not consider buying-l brand to consider 

i. 'this brand. 1 buying it. 




.. ■ • V 




summary ”■ v 

>\,V.‘ i . : " . - : . • . •' 

Two simples of 200 smokers each were sent Instructions and ballots 
designed to determine smokers’ awareness of cigarette brands and ■ 

their classification of brands with regard to whether they would 
, consider buying each brand Lf their own brand were not available. 

Each panel was representative of the general smoking population 
except that no non-filter smokers were included in either panel. 

. There were two kinds of ballots and one kind of ballot was sent to • ' 

each panel. On Ballot I 42 brands were listed and panelists were 
Instructed to cross out the names of those brands they had not heard 
of. On Ballo'. II there were 20 blank spaces and panelists were 
Instructed to write the names of as many brands as they could think of. 

For each brand not crossed out on Ballot I or for each brand named on 
Ballot n, panelists were instructed to check one of the following responses: 

If my own brand were not available... 

1. I would definitely consider buying this brand. 

2. I would definitely not consider buying this brand. 

3. I would not know enough about this brand to consider buying it. 

Ballots I and II resulted in 107 and 98 responses, respectively. This 
;\ report deals with the conclusions which can be drawn'from a tabulation 
: v of the responses. As time permits the data will also be analysed to 
determine how Individual'panelists segment the m?rket and the relation- 
' ship between brand awareness and substitutability and other factors. 
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INTRODUCTION . ' ■ , 

A recent article In the Journal of Marketing 1 deals with models and 
theories concerning consumers' approaches to product categories 
Which are represented by many brands. The authors feel that a 
consumer must devise a means of simplifying his purchase decisions 
In such product categories ana they propose a model for the way this 
is done. ■ h • 

l * • 

According to the model, for each consumer, all of the brands la a 
product category are naturally divided into two broad sets: 

A. Unawareness Set - brands the consumer has not 
heard of. 

B. Awareness Set - brands the consumer has heard of. 

The brands in the Awareness Set are divided by the consumer into 
three subsets: 

1. Inept Set - brands which the consumer would not 
consider buying at all in their present form. 

2 . Inert Set - brands the consumer is aware of but 
about which he has neither a positive nor a 

\ negative feeling. He may have insufficient 

‘ information to evaluate these brands or he may 
' . / not see that they offer any advantages over those 

; " brands in the following set. 

: 3 . Evoked Set - brands which the consumer actually 

■ > considers buying when making a purchase decision. 

The authors suggest that knowing what percentage of consumers 
classify a brand In each set can lead to different marketing 
strategies. Obviously, if a large percentage of consumers have 
, never heard of a brand, the correction would be more or more 
appropriately placed advertising. If a large percentage of 
consumers have neither a positive nor a negative attitude toward 
a brand', the brand’s good points must be better emphasized or 
possibly a sampling program could be initiated. 

1. Narayana, Chem L. and Markin, RomJ., "Consumer Behavior 
and Product Performance: An Alternative Conceptualization," 
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 39 (October 1975), pp. 1-6. 
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TabU A2; NUMBER OP TIMES EACH BRAND WAS NAMED ON BALLOT L 
AND NUMBER OF SMOKERS OF EACH BRAND 1 IN SAMPLE 



No. of 

No. of 


No. of 

No. of 


? lenttonfl 

S mo leers 


Mtntlcna, 

Smokers 

10-63nun Non-M*nthci FLlttr* 



Low DeUrery Non-Menthol 



Marlboro 

83 

15 

Vintage 

27 

1 

Winston 

75 

11 

Trui 

37 

3 

Kt* 

43 

5 

Marlboro 

8 

2 

Viceroy 

48 

4 

Carlton 

15 

0 

Tartytoa 

41 

1 

Dorai 

22 

0 

LAM 

40 

1 

’Winston 

8 

0 

Raleigh 

34 

4 

Mult if liter 

0 

0 

Parliament 

26 

4 

Lucky 

2 

0 

Camel 

21 

2 

Raleigh 

1 

0 

Lark 

29 

0 

Viceroy 

1 

0 

Old. Gold 

33 

1 

Pall' MaU 

1 

0 




. Fact 

3 

0 

10-8 5 nun Menthol flltin 






Kool 

73 

5 

Low DeUVery Menthol 



3alem 

78 

3 

Kool 

3 

0 

Btlair 

31 

l 

Tni 

8 

0 

Newport 

25 

1 

Deni 

2 

0 

Alpine 

5 

0 

Vantage 

1 

0 

Marlboro 

8 

0 

Iceberg 

1 

0 

lOOmm Non-Menihol Fitters 



Carlton 

1 

1 



120mm Menthol A Non-Menthol 

1 

Winston 

1 

4 




BAH 

53 

4 

More 

41 

2 

Marlboro 

11 

l 

Saratoga 

13 

1 

Fail Mail 

19 

1 

Max 

13 

0 

Ke it 

2 

2 

Long Johns 

11 

0 

Tareyton 

3 

0 

L.T. Brown 

3 

0 

Virginia SUme 

46 

1 

Dawn 

2 

0 

Vlctroy 

1 

1 




Raleigh 

3 

1 

70 A 85mm Non-FUters 



Parliament 

0 

1 

Pail Mali 

71 

1 

SUra Thins 

15 

0 

Camel 

86 

0 

Et# 

■' OLd Gold 

Chesterfield 

29 

2 

3 

0 

0 

0 

■ Lucky Strike 
Chesterfield' 

Philip Morris 

72 

43 

21 

1 

0 

0 

|00mm Menthol niters 



Raleigh 

Kool 

3 

5 

0 

0 

Salem 

6 

2 

Taxeyton 

1 

0 

Kool 

8 

3 

Old Gold 

* ; 

0 

BAH 

19 

1 




Virginia film* 

3 

2 




Belair 

1 

0 




Winston 

9 

0 




SUra Thine 

1 

1 




Pail Mail 

7 

1 




, Kent 

2 

1 




Evt 

4 

0 




Twist 

2 

0 




LAM 

4 

0 




Spring 

8 

0 
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Tabl* Al: RESPONSES TO BRANDS ON BAD LOT I 'NVU&ER OF SMOKERS MAKES G EACH 
EACH RESPONSE AND NUMBER OF SMOKERS OF EACH BRAND DJ SAMPLE) 



Would 

Would Mot 

Would Not 

Never 

Number 


Consider 

Consider 

Know 

Heard 

of 


B\mng 

Buying. 

Enough 

of It 

Smokers 

60-45ma Nan-Mentbol Filters 
Marlboro 

1 . 

51 

24 

11 

1 

10 

Winston 

39 

37 

13 

0 

U 

Kent 

30 

1 £0 

14 

0 

0 

Viceroy 

42 

39 

17 

1 

w 

Tareytoa 

28 

55 

16 

0 

1 

L&M 

32 

42 

21 

0 

1 

Raleigh' 

25 

48 

25 

1 

4 

Parliament 

17 

47: 

26 

2 

4 

Camel 

24 

60 

14 

0 

2 

Lark 

16 

34 

23 

2 

1 

Old Cold 

21 

49 

26 

2 

1 

105mm Menthol Filter* 

Kool 

29 

59 

6 

0 

5 

Salem 

41 

43 

S 

0 

9 

BeUir 

29 

30 

27 

4 

3 

Newport 

28 

43 

25 

1 

8 

Alpine 

27 

37 

23 

7 

1 

100mm Nog-M enthol Filter* 
Winston 

36 

41 

21 

0 

2 

B4Ji 

34 

35 

20 

0 

10 

Marlboro 

47 

23 

18 

0 

3 

Pall'Mall 

28 

33 

14 

1 

3 

Kent 

26 

43 

19 

0 

0 

Tareyton 

20 

54 

19 

2 

1 

VI nf ini a Slim* 

20 

45 

34 

1 

1 

Parliament 

10 

45 

28 

3 

1 

. SUra Thin* 

11 

51 

30 

7 

0 

lOOmm Menthol Filter* 

Salem 

33 

43 

11 

3 

3 

Kool 

28 

57 

9 

4 

2 

’ BLH 

22 

45 

26 

2 

1 

Virginia Slim* 

17 

33 

25 

4 

2 

Low Delivery 

Vantage 

9 

45 

30 

13 

0 

True 

17 

43 

30 

3 

1 

Dora! 

12 

44 

38 

3 

0 

Marlboro 

31 

28 

32 

6 

1 

Car it on 

9 

35 

41 

14 

f^ 

WLnetoc 

n 

34 

30 

b 

1 

Kool 

24 

44 

14 

11 

1 

Muimuter 

6 

22 

20 

49 

1 

140mm Filter* 

Mor« 

18 

27 

34 

22 

0 

Sintoji 

6 

21 

33 

39 

1 

Kon-Fliitra 

Pill Mail 

29 

62 

0 

0 

1 

Cauctl 

14 

77: 

9 

0 

0 

Ch«rt*ril«ld 

11 

73' 

10 

0 

■ 0 
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CONCLUSIONS 


On'both ballots the number of people who responded' "I would definitely, 
consider buying this brand” as opposed to "I would definitely not con¬ 
sider buying this brand" generally followed sales (within a segment). 

The only exception was that panelists responded much more favorably 
to extended brands than to free-standing brands in the low delivery 
segment. Across segments, the numbev of panelists who said "1 
would not know enough about this brand to consider buying it" and who 
said' they had never heard of the brand were inversely related to the 
length 1 of time the brand had been on the market. Considering only the 
"would buy” and "would not N.y” responses, the free-standing low 
delivery brands had the worst performance of all segments. 

On Ballot n where panelists had to think of brands themselves, recall 
of brands generally followed sales (within a segment). However, free¬ 
standing brands such as Benson h Hedges, Virginia Slims, Silva Thins, 
and Eve In the 100 mm segment and Vantage, True, Doral, and Carlton 
In the low delivery segment were recalled much more frequently than 
extensions with corresponding sales levels such as Marlboro and Winston 
100'a and Lights. 


t’v’.f 

V -‘-Vi; 


Multifilter was the only Philip Morris brand for which responses differed 
markedly from the patterns mentioned above. The number of people who 
said they had never heard of Multifilter on Ballot I was the highest of all 
brands even though Multifilter's current and previous sales, previous 
advertising, and length of time on the market compare favorably with 
other brands on that ballot. For example, 49 panelists said they had 
never heard of Multifilter while for Alpine the number was seven. 


V! 
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Looking across segments, the number of panelists who said 
they wouldn't know enough'about a brand to consider buying 
tt and the number of panelists who said they had never heard 
of a brand were inversely relateo to the length of time the 
brand had been on the market . Considering only the "would 
buy" and "would not buy" responses, the free-standing low 
delivery brands had the worst performance of all segments. 

For Vantage, True, Doral, Carlton, and Multifliter combined, 
only 21% of the responses inthose two categories were "would 
buy" responses. This percentage was lower than for every, 
other brand except Silva Thins, Camel, and Chesterfield. 

Taking all of these patterns into consideration there was only 
one brand on Ballot I for which the responses were surprising - 
Multiiilter. Although Multifilter was not the smallest or newest 
or least advertised brand on Baliot I, by far the most panelists 
said they had never heard of it. A good comparison is with 
Alpine. Since 1963 Multiiilter (under one of its names) has had 1 
higher sales and more advertising every year than Alpine, yet 
only seven panelists said they had never heard' of Alpine while 
49 panelists said 1 they had never heard of Multifilter. 

All other Philip Morris brands on Ballot I, with the exception 
of Parliament, appear to have performed at least as well as 
their nearest competitors in every category of response. 
Considering sales, Parliament's performance compared to 
Kent's does not seem out of line. 


C. Ballot II Results 

Table A2 in Appendix A shows the number of times each brand 
was mentioned (recalled) on Ballot n and the number of smokers 
of each brand who responded. As for Table Al, brands are 
arranged by segment and in order of 1975 sales within each 
segment . Mentions of a brand by a smoker of that brand are 
not included in the number of mentions in order to reduce any 
bias which might result from' the distribution of respondents 
among brands. As was noted'previously, the breakdown of 
responses is not shown because there were too few responses 
for many brands to'give meaningful results and, where there 
were an adequate number of responses, the breakdovm into 
categories was very similar to that' on Ballot 1. 

' Table 2 below shows the number of brands mentioned on the 
ballots and the number of panelists mentioning, each number 
of brands. 




Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rpgkOOOO 
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